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The primary intent of this degree paper is to examine the problems 
associated with the administration of the Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) program as a result of the policy direction of the Reagan 
Administrati on. 
Analysis of the current problems associated with administration of 
the CDBG program is important for two reasons. First, questions have 
been raised about the type of activities which provide the highest level 
of benefits to low and moderate income citizens. (Statistics indicate 
that those types of activities, housing and social services, are not 
receiving a majority of the CDBG funds within Fulton County.) Second, 
it is important to assess which policy preferences on the federal level 
have had the most success in providing direct benefits to the program's 
primary recipients (low and moderate income citizens). 
The major findings of this study suggest that during the Carter 
Administration, a high percentage of CDBG benefits were being directed 
toward low and moderate income citizens. As a result of the policy 
shift from the Carter Administration, a lower percentage of CDBG benefits 
are being derived out of the program by low and moderate income citizens. 
The primary sources of the data collected for the study came 
from interviews with key officials involved in the administration of 
the CDBG program. The secondary sources of data came from journals, 
county progress reports, and government documents. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is a major 
federal initiative that gives funds to local communities to pursue the 
national goal of providing housing in a suitable living environment 
for citizens. In creating the CDBG program, Congress consolidated seven 
categorical grant-in-aid programs. Under Title I of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, the following programs were dismantled: 
Model Cities, Urban Renewal, water and sewer grants, neighborhood 
facilities, Open Space and Land, Public Facilities Loans, and Code 
Enforcement. The primary objective of the CDBG program is "the develop¬ 
ment of viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a 
suitable living environment principally for persons of low and moderate 
income."* 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is the federal 
agency responsible for administering the CDBG program. Through the 
monitoring of local programs, HUD provides the required linkage between 
national objectives and local priorities. Currently, HUD evaluates 
local program activities through post-grant performance reviews and 
auditing processes. 
Eligibility for CDBG funds is determined by a formula which measures 
a community's need relative to other communities. Upon submittal of an 
acceptable application, cities of 50,000 or more and urban counties of 
*S. F. Liebschutz, "Communities Development Dynamics: National Goals 
and Local Priorities," Government and Policy 2 (November 3, 1984):296. 
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200,000 or more are entitled to a share of the yearly federal appropria¬ 
tion. Currently, the CDBG program distributes approximately $2.5 
billion annually. Twenty percent of CDBG funds is reserved for 
distribution at the discretion of HUD. Communities not entitled to a 
block grant—those having a population under 50,000—compete for these 
discretionary funds. 
Eligible activities for CDBG funds fall under four categories. 
First, funds can be used for urban redevelopment activities. Activities 
such as the construction of public parks and neighborhood centers fall 
under this category. Second, CDBG funds can be used for rehabilitation 
and preservation activities. Program activities such as housing rehabili¬ 
tation and historical site preservation are prime examples of this 
category. Third, CDBG funds can be used for economic development 
activities. For example, funds can provide direct assistance to 
businesses wanting to increase employment opportunities. Finally, funds 
can be provided for planning and administrative costs. 
In 1981, HUD notified the Fulton County Board of Commissioners that 
Fulton County could possibly qualify for CDBG funding. To officially 
qualify, Fulton County would need to be declared an urban county. 
Basically, that meant all nine municipalities within Fulton County 
(excluding Atlanta) must be willing to participate in the grant program. 
On October 19, 1981, in a meeting held between county commissioners and 
municipal representatives, it was agreed upon that all nine municipalities 
would participate in the CDBG program. It was also agreed that 
Fulton County would serve as administrator of the grant program. The 
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county would have final responsibility for project selection and the 
filing of annual grant requests to HUD. The county board of commissioners 
was then authorized to enter into cooperative agreement contracts with 
each of the nine municipalities. The cooperative agreement contracts 
certified that the county was given full authority to undertake essential 
community development activities within each municipality. 
On December 2, 1981, executed copies of the cooperative agreements 
were delivered to HUD's regional office in Atlanta, Georgia. On 
December 1981, HUD determined that Fulton County qualified as an urban 
county for participation in the CDBG program. 
The purpose of this degree paper is to examine the problems 
associated with the administration of the CDBG program as a result of 
the policy direction of the_ Reagan Administration. Specifically, these 
problems are: 1) the lack of effective monitoring of the CDBG program 
by HUD; 2) the lack of implementing targeting mechanisms within the 
CDBG program; 3) the lack of adequate citizen participation within the 
CDBG program; and 4) the lack of adequate staffing within municipalities 
to operate the CDBG program. 
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
Background of the Agency 
Created in November 1980, the Office of Economic Development 
initially was made a division within the Fulton County Department of 
Planning and Community Development. The Fulton County Board of 
Commissioners created the office primarily for two reasons. First, an 
office which would be responsible for divising strategies and plans for 
economic development within the county was needed. Federal funds for 
economic development were made available to the county by the Economic 
Development Agency. Second, county commissioners anticipated the 
county's participation within the CDBG program. (Fulton County was soon 
to be designated an "urban county" for participation within the program.) 
An office would be needed to take responsibility for implementing the 
program. For the first four years, the office's responsibilities were 
two-fold: 1) implementation of devised plans and strategies for economic 
development within the county; and 2) implementation of the county's 
CDBG program. 
After the first four years of existence, the county board of commis¬ 
sioners decided that more attention was needed toward economic development 
within the county. Therefore, in March 1985, the board of commissioners 
expanded the Office of Economic Development into a separate department. 
The Fulton County Department of Economic Development brought 
together under one organization the county's principal business promo¬ 
tional and financial assistance programs. These programs included the 
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activities of the Fulton County Development Corporation, the Fulton 
County Development Authority, the county's CDBG program, and the Fulton 
County Building Authority. The department is currently organized into 
four divisions: Economic Development and Promotion, Financial and 
Business Services, Community Development Block Grant, and Administration. 
The functions of each division are as follows: 
A) Economic Development and Promotion Division. The Economic 
Development and Promotion Division is responsible for promoting and 
marketing Fulton County to business and industrial clients. This 
division provides assistance to clients in the form of conducting field 
visits and tours, preparing customized information packages, and 
assisting developers with the county's development review/permitting 
process. In support of these activities, the division has the important 
function of collecting and disseminating data pertinent to the develop¬ 
ment community. The division is also responsible for coordinating the 
county's development activities with other public and private entities 
(i.e., Chamber of Commerce, city and county governments, and utility 
companies). 
B) Financial and Business Services Division. The principal 
function of the Financial and Business Services Division is to support 
and administer the activities of the Fulton County Development Corpora¬ 
tion (FCDC). The FCDC is a nonprofit local development corporation 
established to administer the Small Business Administration (SBA) 502 
and 503 Loan Programs. This division is responsible for directing and 
overseeing the Corporation's organizational meetings, marketing the 
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SBA programs, and assisting in the preparation and processing of loan 
applications. In this last capacity, the division's staff helps clients 
prepare financial statements and works with the applicable lending 
institution (and SBA) to package the loans. 
In addition to this support of the Development Corporation, this 
division provides staff services to the Fulton County Development 
Authority. This support includes promotion of the Authority's Industrial 
Revenue Bond (IRB) Program and assistance to the Authority in analyzing 
IRB proposals. 
C) Community Development Block Grant Division. The county's CDBG 
program is administered by the Community Development Block Grant 
Division of the department. This division is responsible for the 
planning, implementation and monitoring of all CDBG activities. The 
division's functions include project planning and budgeting, environ¬ 
mental reviews, contract management, and the record-keeping and monitoring 
required by CDBG regulations. The division's staff is also responsible 
for monitoring the activities being implemented independently by the 
municipalities. 
The county's CDBG program embraces three interrelated areas of 
concern: 1) increased job opportunities and economic development; 
2) an adequate community environment for residents; and 3) expanded 
opportunities for decent affordable housing. The needs of low and 
moderate income residents in these areas are given priority for CDBG 
funding. 
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D) Administrative Division. The Administrative Division is 
responsible for oversight and management of all departmental functions. 
More specifically, this division is also the administrative unit of the 
Fulton County Building Authority, which was established by the county 
in 1980 for the purpose of developing public buildings and facilities 
through issuance of revenue bonds. This division also carries out 
activities that complement and support the economic development and 
planning functions. These activities include participation in marketing 
and promotional activities and development of strategies for soliciting 
international investment in Fulton County. 
It is through these major activities undertaken by the department 
that Fulton County facilitates economic development within the county. 
Each division within the department is headed by an assistant director. 
The entire department is under the direction of a director (Richard 
Stogner). 
Internship Experience 
As a recipient of the Public Service Fellowship, the writer 
served as an intern with the Fulton County Department of Economic 
Development in Atlanta, Georgia. During the period of internship 
(September 1984 to May 1986), the writer was primarily assigned to 
duties within the CDBG Division. The duties of the writer included 
gathering research data, canvassing housing areas, and aiding in the 
filing of grant requests. 
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The writer worked primarily with several key individuals involved 
in the implementation of the CDBG program: Gary A. Tyler (Assistant 
Director), Larry Thomas (County Planner), and Johnathan Jones (County 
Planner). As a participant-observer, first-hand knowledge of the 
intricacies involved in monitoring the county's CDBG program was gained 
by the writer. The internship experience helped to provide immediate 
access to vital information concerning the county's CDBG program. 
Statement of the Problem 
There has been a loose collection of unrelated ways to utilize CDBG 
funds rather than a unified approach to solving the county's most acute 
problems. This has provided for what Donald F. Kettl refers to as the 
2 
"big grab bag" approach. Within its project selection process, the 
department simply determines whether or not proposed projects meet 
eligibility requirements. If deemed eligible, a proposed project will 
more than likely be funded. 
Also, statistics indicate that only 30 percent of the CDBG funds 
allocated over a four-year period (February 1982 to February 1986) to 
the nine municipalities have been expended. The result of this has 
been a steady build-up of "carry-over" CDBG funds. 
The City of East Point, Georgia provides a prime example of the 
problems confronting the county's CDBG program. The City of East Point 
has lacked a unified approach to solving its most pressing urban 
^Donald F. Kettl, "Can Cities Be Trusted?" Political Science 
Quarterly 94 (Fall 1979):437. 
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problems. For example, in fiscal year 1982, East Point received CDBG 
funds for a street's improvement project. In fiscal year 1983, instead 
of continuing to provide funds for the improvement of streets in disrepair, 
CDBG funds were allocated for a parks and recreation project. (Also, 
these projects tended to be located in different areas of the city. 
This lack of concentrating projects within given areas is a result of 
attempts to satisfy various factions with the city.) 
The City of East Point has also had a steady build-up of "carry¬ 
over" CDBG funds. Within a three-year period (October 1982 to October 
1985), East Point received approximately $1 million in CDBG funds. 
As of February 1986, only three percent of this total was expended. In 
fact, the three percent figure does not include the most recent grant 
awarded for the program year beginning October 1, 1985. 
Some of the major factors which have contributed to these problems 
are the following: 
1) The lack of effective monitoring of the CDBG program by HUD; 
2) The lack of implementing targeting mechanisms within the CDBG 
program; 
3) The lack of adequate citizen participation within the CDBG 
program; and 
4) The lack of adequate staffing within municipalities to operate 
the CDBG program. 
These particular factors will serve as the primary focus of 
discussion within the analysis of the study. 
III. CDBG DEVELOPMENT: AN OVERVIEW 
In order to present a clear picture of the Community Development 
Block Grant Program, the review of the literature is divided into two 
sections: 1) Historical Background and Legislative Development; and 
2) Literature of Related Empirical Data. Because of the vast amount 
of documentation on the CDBG program, the writer examines a limited 
sample of key literature which sheds light on the CDBG program. 
Historical Background and Legislative Development 
The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 was adopted after 
a protracted struggle between the Nixon Administration and Congress over 
the future direction of federal housing and urban development programs. 
Title I of the Act--Community Development Blocks Grants—was a compromise 
between "no-strings attached" general revenue sharing and a strictly 
3 
regulated categorical approach. Although it was conceived during the 
Nixon Administration, the bill was signed into law by President Ford 
just two weeks after he took the oath of office. Under the new block 
grant approach, local communities were to be given flexibility in the 
spending of grant funds, as long as they met broad federal requirements 
and program eligibility standards. 
CDBG activities were to meet one of three national objectives of 
the program: 1) Benefit low and moderate income persons; 2) eliminate 
3Stuart S. Hersey, "The CDBG Program: Shifting Directions since 
1974," Journal of Housing 40 (September/October 1983): 142. 
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slums and blight; or 3) meet urgent community development needs. In 
addition to the national objectives, there were nine specific objectives 
4 
toward which community devëlopment activities were to be directed. 
These nine objectives were as follows: 
1) The elimination of slums and blight and prevention of blighting 
influences; also the prevention of deteriorated property, neigh¬ 
borhoods, and community facilities (principally to benefit low 
and moderate income persons); 
2) The elimination of conditions which are detrimental to the 
health, safety, and public welfare through code enforcement 
and related activities; 
3) The expansion and conservation of the nation's housing stock 
in order to provide a decent home and suitable living environ¬ 
ment for all persons (principally those persons of low and 
moderate income); 
4) The expansion and improvement of the quality and quantity of 
community services, principally for persons of low and moderate 
income; 
5) A rational utilization of land and other natural resources, as 
well as the improved arrangement of commercial, residential, 
industrial, and recreational facilities; 
6) The reduction of isolated income groups within communities 
and geographical areas, as well as the promotion of increased 
diversity of neighborhoods through spatial déconcentration of 
housing opportunities; 
7) The restoration and preservation of properties of special 
value for historic, aesthetic, and architectural reasons; 
8) The alleviation of economic and physical distress through the 
stimulation of private investment in areas with population 
out-migration or stagnating tax base; and 
9) The conservation of our nation's scarce energy resources, 
improvement of energy efficiency, and the provision of alter¬ 
native energy sources of supply. 
^Ibid. 
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In spite of the diversity of possible uses for CDBG funds, there 
was no doubt as to whom the principal beneficiaries were to be: low 
and moderate income groups. 
During the years of the Ford Administration, local autonomy in 
operating the CDBG program was maximized. This was particularly evident 
in the policy stance taken in three areas: 1) social targeting; 
2) geographical targeting; and 3) citizen participation requirements. 
Social targeting—the objective of the CDBG law that seeks to direct 
benefits to low/moderate income groups—was not given priority over the 
two other national objectives by the Ford Administration. Social 
targeting was established as being on a coequal basis with the objectives 
"elimination of slum and blight" and "meeting urgent community develop¬ 
ment needs." Therefore, HUD did not require local programs to give top 
priority to the social targeting objective. Local communities were 
allowed to select projects which met either of the three national 
objectives.^ 
Geographical targeting of CDBG funds was left entirely to the 
g 
discretion of local communities. Geographical targeting refers to the 
distribution of program funds within a given jurisdiction. Ideally, 
geographical targeting encourages the concentration of CDBG activities 
and benefits in the most distressed neighborhoods. During the Ford 
5 
Liebschutz, "Community Development Dynamics," p. 296. 
61 b i d. 
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years, CDBG funds were not "tagged" for particular areas of a recipient 
jursidiction. The selection of target areas was left primarily to 
local decision-makers. The community development concerns of these 
local decision-makers usually included a community-wide set of goals. 
Local governments were given much latitude as to how they chose to 
structure provision for citizen participation.7 During the Ford years, 
local governments were required by law to do three things: 1) disseminate 
information concerning the program and planned activities; 2) hold at 
least two public hearings yearly to obtain citizen views on local needs; 
and 3) allow citizens the opportunity to participate in the development 
of applications. As long as these broad requirements were observed, 
local governments were free to determine the extent of citizen partici¬ 
pation in the program process. In fact, local governments were not 
O 
required to have citizen's approval of their CDBG application. 
Shortly after entering office in 1976, President Carter sought to 
improve upon CDBG program performance. During the first Senate over¬ 
sight hearings on the CDBG program in August 1976, the National 
Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) had reported 
that a substantial portion of benefits had not gone to low and moderate 
9 
income groups in the first two years of the program. Also, in 
^Paul Dommel, Targeting Community Development (Washington, D. C.: 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1980), p. 23. 
81 b i d. 
g 
Community Development Block Grant Program, Hearings Before the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, U. S. Senate, 94th 
Cong., 2d sess. (August 1976), p. 203. 
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testimonies before the committee, other organizations, such as the 
Southern Regional Council, criticized local uses of CDBG funds for 
tennis courts and other projects in higher income areas. One month 
after his inauguration, Carter emphasized his intention to improve upon 
the attainment of the CDBG program's primary objective: "the develop¬ 
ment of viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a 
suitable living environment principally for persons of low and moderate 
income." ® Benefits to low and moderate income citizens would be given 
the highest priority by the Carter Administration. 
Strengthened federal regulations during the Carter years expanded 
the role of the federal government in the program process. These 
regulations had a significant effect upon four particular areas: 
1) social targeting; 2) geographical targeting; 3) citizen participation 
and 4) HUD's reviewing process of CDBG applications.^ Just two months 
after Carter's inauguration, HUD's secretary, Patricia Harris, went 
before the House Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development and 
said that she intended to administer the law to give more emphasis to 
12 
the social targeting objective. Two weeks after President Carter 





Dommel, Targeting Community Develompent» p. 




proposed a new regulation for social targeting. The proposed regulation 
became known as the 75-25 rule. This rule would mandate that no less 
than 75 percent of a jurisdiction's yearly grant allocation be targeted 
toward activities which principally benefit low and moderate income 
groups. Generally, this proposed rule was supported by public interest 
groups, neighborhood organizations, and civil rights groups. The principal 
resistance came from the House of Representatives. One important 
dissenter was the Chairman of the Community Development Committee, Thomas 
Ashley (D-OHIO). HUD eventually compromised on the 75 percent rule in 
order to satisfy dissenters in the House. 
In the final regulations issued by HUD on March 1, 1978, the 75 
percent rule was applied more generally to a community's three-year 
development plan rather than to the annual allocation. 
The Act of 1977 also encouraged HUD to take a more forceful stance 
toward geographical targeting. There had been a tendency for jurisdic¬ 
tions during the Ford years to spread program benefits geographically, 
13 resulting in little long-term impact in any particular area. HUD 
officials expressed concern that community development programs seemed 
to be spread throughout communities without regard to sound planning. 
The fear of HUD officials was that this would result in little or no 
long-term impact on the CDBG program. In response to these concerns 
and in order to express the current administration's policy preference, 
13 Liebschutz, "Community Development Dynamics," p. 298. 
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HUD regulations in March 1978 called for local delineation of "neighbor¬ 
hood strategy areas." Every third year, beginning August 1, 1978, local 
communities were to submit to HUD a community development plan. The 
plan contained five components: 1) a community-wide profile; 2) a 
summary of community development needs; 3) a three-year comprehensive 
strategy to meet those needs; 4) a three-year summary of proposed 
allocations; and 5) maps of the areas of need. The use of the plan 
would certify to HUD those areas with the greatest need for targeted 
funds. 
In order to allow for adequate planning during this period, many 
localities created new community development departments in an effort 
to insure the successful implementation of community development plans.^ 
During Carter's term in office, these .local community development 
departments played a significant role within the CDEG program. There 
was an emphasis placed upon their staff's technical knowledge and skills 
in implementing community development strategies. As a result, there 
was less direct program responsibility taken by elected local officials. 
In 1978, revised regulations regarding citizen participation in 
the CDBG program were instituted by HUD. The regulations required local 
communities to submit a written plan for citizen participation to 
HUD. This increased local accountability to both HUD and a community's 
citizens. Also, the regulations specified that opportunities be 
provided to citizens to submit comments on local program performance. 
14 Ibid., p. 301. 
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This requirement extended citizen participation into the implementation 
of the program. Local communities were required to devise a community¬ 
wide and neighborhood-level process for citizen participation. All 
locally established advisory committees were required to contain 
representation of low and moderate income persons. In recognition of 
the growing concern for targeting program benefits, the regulations 
encouraged the participation of low and moderate income citizens. 
To give HUD's efforts increased leverage with local communities, 
the Housing Act of 1977 allowed HUD secretary to reject a local applica- 
15 tion if it did not meet all three of the national objectives. This 
amount of leverage did not satisfy HUD officials. HUD wanted to place 
emphasis primarily on the social targeting objective. This was 
eventually accomplished through implementation of the "75 percent" rule 
for targeting of funds to low and moderate income citizens. 
The direction toward increased federal intervention began to shift 
in 1980 when the Reagan Administration came to Washington. The 
Republican platform on which President Reagan campaigned clearly stated 
his administration's position: "block grants provide local governments 
with the means and flexibility to solve their own problems in ways most 
appropriate for each locale." Reagan felt that federal departments 
must eliminate bureaucratic red tape and reduce government paperwork. 
^Federal Register, vol. 42, no. 205 (October 25, 1977), p. 56466, 
sec. 570.302. 
16 
Hersey, "The CDBG Program," p. 143. 
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In the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act, the Reagan Administration 
successfully incorporated legislative amendments to the CDBG program, 
which moved it toward far fewer federal objectives and more local 
autonomy. This Act had a profound effect in the following areas: 
1) social targeting; 2) geographical targeting; and 3) citizen partici¬ 
pation. 
HUD secretary, Samuel Pierce, cited as his key objective of the 
CDBG program "the delegating to state and local governments greater 
18 responsiblity for operating their own community development." Six months 
after President Reagan's inauguration, the "75 percent" benefit rule for 
CDBG funds was revoked. No longer was it required that local CDBG appli¬ 
cations target 75 percent of proposed funds toward activities benefiting 
low and moderate income citizens. HUD field offices were instructed 
to determine whether a recipient's program as a whole was "plainly 
inappropriate" to meet the needs of low and moderate income citizens. 
The intent of this requirement was to put the three national objectives 
of the CDBG program on a coequal basis (as they were during the Ford 
Administration). At the same time, the overall primary objective 
(benefit to low and moderate income citizens) would be de-emphasized. 
In conjunction with this change, the Omnibus Act also eliminated 
the requirements concerning geographical targeting. Local communities 
were no longer required to designate "neighborhood strategy areas." 
As a result, local communities no longer needed to justify the use of 
l^Ibid., p. 146. 
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CDBG funds in particular areas. Also, communities would not be required 
to submit a community development plan along with the CDBG applications. 
This greatly simplified the application process. Local communities 
would now only be required to submit to HUD a "final statement of 
objectives." This statement would simply list the broad categories in 
which CDBG activities would proceed. In a minor attempt to avoid 
eliminating the element of "planning" in the program, HUD would require 
local communities to "certify" that a community development plan was 
being implemented. Many localities saw these new requirements as a 
chance to reduce their planning-staff people. Many new local participants 
did not see a need for even creating community development departments. 
The program, in their estimation, could just as easily be operated by 
local (elected) officials. 
In 1981, HUD issued new regulations expanding local opportunities 
19 for economic development activities. Local communities would now be 
allowed to use CDBG funds to provide assistance to private businesses 
pursuing economic development activities. As a result, CDBG funding 
for economic development activities doubled over the next two years. 
The Omnibus Act returned citizen participation requirements to the 
broad structure it once had under the Ford Administration. The new 
requirements were two-fold: 1) at least one annual public hearing to 
obtain citizen views on local needs; and 2) disseminate information 
concerning the program and planned activities. Reagan felt, not unlike 
19 Ibid., p. 144. 
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Ford, that citizens participate primarily through elections. Local 
elected officials will do what is "best" for their communities. 
Therefore, beyond these minimal requirements, local officials would 
determine the extent of adequate citizen participation. 
With the amending of the 1983 Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery 
Act, an attempt was made to bring emphasis (once again) upon the primary 
objective of the program: benefits to low and moderate income citizens. 
With the instituting of the Omnibus Act, the Reagan Administration had 
succeeded in de-emphasizing the primary objective by putting it on a 
coequal basis with the two other national objectives ("eliminating slums 
and blight" and "meeting urgent community needs"). Several members of 
Congress felt that the CDBG program was no longer serving its primary 
purpose. Therefore, attempts were made by both members of the House 
and Senate to gain support for reestablishing the "75 percent rule." 
Most members of Congress had objected to once again targeting this high 
a percentage of funds. Most members of Congress did basically agree 
though that the program's primary objective must be addressed. There¬ 
fore, with the amending of the 1983 Act, 51 percent (a modest majority) 
of CDBG funds would be targeted toward activities benefiting low and 
moderate income citizens. 
In summarizing the historical development of the CDBG program, 
there have been differing philosophies in implementation utilized 
toward attaining its primary objective. Under the Ford Administration, 
decentralization of program implementation allowed for the maximizing 
of local autonomy. Once the Carter Administration assumed office, 
-21- 
attempts were made to improve program performance through legislation 
which emphasized federal involvement. Currently, under the Reagan 
Administration, the CDBG program has once again been shifted toward 
decentralizing program responsibility to local communities. Legislation, 
such as the Omnibus Reconciliation Act, revoked many of the federal 
policies instituted during the Carter Administration. 
Within the review of relevant literature, an attempt is made to 
focus on the impact decentralization has had on achieving the program's 
primary objective. 
Literature of Related Empirical Data 
One of the most controversial issues of the CDBG program is the distri¬ 
bution of program benefits among income groups. Since the program began 
in 1974, a dispute has occurred over how best to achieve the program's 
primary objective: either maximize local autonomy (decentralization) 
or strengthen federal control. In an attempt to discover which of the 
approaches has been the most effective, HUD funded a study which covered 
the first eight years of the program. In a series of reports, the 
study focused on the evolution of the federal/local government relation¬ 
ship, programmatic use of funds, and the distribution of direct benefits 
20 among income groups. The study focused on a sample of ten cities 
over an eight-year period (1974 to 1982). 
2^Paul Dommel, Michael Rich, and Leonard Ribinowitz, Deregulating 
Community Development (Washington, D. C.: Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, 1983), p. 2. 
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The average low and moderate income benefits of the ten cities 
increased from 54 percent of the total funds in year one (Ford Admini¬ 
stration) to 62 percent by year four (Carter Administration). 
In years five and six (Carter Administration), the sample average 
declined slightly. In year five, the sample average had decreased 
from 62 to 60 percent. Then, in year six, the sample average increased 
slightly from 60 to 61 percent. From year six to year eight (Carter/ 
Reagan), the sample average increased from 61 to 63 percent. The HUD 
study predicted that in year nine (Reagan Administration), there would 
be no increase in the sample cities' average benefit to low and moderate 
income citizens. 
HUD concluded from the study that two factors are likely to determine 
the level of benefits to low and moderate income citizens: 1) federal 
21 policy preferences; and 2) the type of activity to be funded. In 
regard to the policy preference factor, it was determined that a change 
among top officials in HUD itself (as well as in the federal government) 
can bring about a policy preference less oriented toward the primary 
objective. The increase in the average benefits to low and moderate 
income citizens in years four through eight in the sample cities, was 
a direct result of the targeting policies emphasized by HUD during the 
Carter years. During the Carter years, federal preferences for the 
strengthening of social and geographical targeting regulations, 
constrained the flexibility of local officials by requiring them to 
21 Ibid., p. 137. 
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operate within a community development "framework." Also, over the 
Carter years, HUD's role continually expanded as it became involved in 
all stages of the CDBG program. (Beginning in the seventh and eighth 
year, however, HUD'srole began to shift as a result of Reagan's policy 
changes.) Also, the federal policy preference for expanded citizen 
participation requirements, gave citizens the opportunity to apply 
pressure on local officials to locate projects in low and moderate income 
areas. The study's prediction that there will be no increase in average 
benefits to low and moderate income groups in year nine stems from the 
predicted effects of the Reagan policies. (There is often an lag 
between the institution of policy changes and evidence of their effects 
on the local level.) 
The study indicated that certain types of activities usually result 
22 in a higher level of benefits to low and moderate income groups. 
Social services (i.e., health education, child care, etc.) and housing 
programs (rehabilitiation, déconcentration projects, etc.) generally 
yield direct low/moderate benefits above the mean. A HUD report 
stated: 
Social services and housing activities generally yield 
personal benefits that can be more easily directed to 
individuals and families in a target income group. Neighbor¬ 
hood conservation and general public improvements (i.e., 
parks, street and sidewalk repair) generally yield service 
area or locational benefits. Al 1 residents, regardless of 
income level, living in the neighborhood or area may 
benefit . . .23 
22Ibid., p. 134. 
23 Ibid. 
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Therefore, a change in the types of activities in the city's 
CDBG program usually is associated with a change in the benefit level. 
Table 1 illustrates which types of activities have yielded the most 
benefits to low/moderate income groups from CDBG years one through six. 
(The low and moderate groups within the table comprise a single "low- 
moderate" category; whereas the middle and high income groups are 
consolidated into a "middle-high" category.) The figures in Table 1 
(see pages 25-27) confirm the fact that housing and social services 
have provided the most benefit to low and moderate income groups. 
HUD's study noted that local funding priorities have been shifting 
toward more economic development activities each year. Economic develop¬ 
ment (as a result of the broadened eligibility requirements) was the 
24 
fastest growing category during the first eight years of the program. 
While economic development has been emphasized, social services has been 
de-emphasized as a result of Reagan's policies. Reagan has placed a 
25 
ten percent limit on spending for social services. The result will 
be fewer benefits to low and moderate citizens as local priorities 
shift further toward the preferences of the Reagan Administration. 
With the many variations in program emphasis during the three 
administrations, it is understandable that much of the research on 
CDBG is comparative and emphasizes the national objectives and changing 
enforcement priorities of the federal government. Of equal importance, 
24Ibid., p. 74. 
25Ruth Ross, "The Community Development Block Grant Program," 
Pub!ius 13 (Summer 1983):3. 
-25- 
TABLE 1 
PERCENTAGES OF INCOME GROUP BENEFITS, BY PROGRAM CATEGORY, YEARS 1 
THROUGH 6 (UNWEIGHTED MEAN PERCENTAGES) 
Central Cities Satellite Cities Total 
Program Category 
Low- Middle- City- 
Moderate high wide 
Low- Middle- City- 








Year 1 61 33 6 56 44 0 59 36 5 
Year 2 64 35 1 58 34 8 62 35 3 
Year 3 68 31 1 60 34 6 66 32 2 
Year 4 68 32 0 69 28 3 68 30 1 
Year 5 71 26 3 63 37 0 69 29 2 
Year 6 69 28 3 67 33 0 68 30 2 
Neighborhood conservation 
Year 1 56 42 2 41 54 5 53 45 2 
Year 2 55 44 1 41 59 0 51 48 1 
Year 3 57 41 2 44 52 4 53 44 3 
Year 4 57 42 1 48 52 0 54 45 1 
Year 5 56 41 3 41 51 8 51 44 5 
Year 6 53 41 6 44 56 0 50 46 4 
General development 
Year 1 38 33 29 23 43 34 35 36 29 
Year 2 43 36 21 37 62 0 42 42 16 
Year 3 49 33 18 30 50 20 43 36 19 
Year 4 40 32 28 41 46 13 40 35 25 
Year 5 46 34 20 13 37 50 42 34 24 
Year 6 48 43 9 0 0 100 45 40 15 
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TABLE 1 - Continued 
Central Cities Satellite Cities Total 
Program Category 
Low- Middle- City- 
Moderate high wide 
Low- Middle- City- 







Urban renewal continuation 
Year 1 48 49 3 64 36 0 50 47 3 
Year 2 43 49 7 55 45 0 45 48 6 
Year 3 45 43 12 45 55 0 45 45 10 
Year 4 47 43 10 45 55 0 47 44 9 
Year 5 34 44 22 45 50 0 36 45 19 
Year 6 44 45 11 30 37 33 41 42 17 
Economic development 
Year 1 42 51 7 45 55 0 42 51 4 
Year 2 37 52 11 34 66 0 37 53 7 
Year 3 48 48 4 30 51 19 42 49 10 
Year 4 46 47 7 61 39 0 49 45 9 
Year 5 45 46 9 35 65 0 42 51 7 
Year 6 44 49 7 35 65 0 42 52 6 
Social services 
Year 1 89 1 10 60 7 33 84 2 14 
Year 2 92 3 5 88 2 10 91 3 6 
Year 3 97 3 0 97 2 1 97 2 1 
Year 4 97 2 1 98 2 0 97 2 1 
Year 5 88 5 7 95 5 0 90 5 5 
Year 6 94 5 1 91 6 4 93 5 2 
Social services facilities 
Year 1 94 4 2 70 10 20 89 5 6 
Year 2 88 3 9 90 10 0 89 5 6 
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TABLE 1 - Continued 




















Year 3 82 9 9 85 12 3 83 10 7 
Year 4 96 4 0 94 6 0 95 4 1 
Year 5 96 4 0 92 8 0 95 5 0 
Year 6 96 3 1 81 6 13 93 4 3 
Public services/facilities 
Year 1 48 42 10 38 28 34 46 38 16 
Year 2 49 42 9 15 21 64 41 37 22 
Year 3 48 43 9 55 12 33 50 37 13 
Year 4 56 43 1 61 39 0 57 42 1 
Year 5 55 32 13 49 51 0 54 36 10 
Year 6 51 34 15 38 37 25 48 35 17 
SOURCE: Paul Dommel, Michael Rich, and Leonard Ribinowitz, Deregulating Community Development (Washington, 
D. C.: Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1983), p. 70. 
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however, are studies which show how local governments integrate national 
priorities into their "decision processes." These studies help 
illustrate the grant's versatility as it is merged with local priorities. 
In her acticle, "Community Development Block Grant: The Role of 
Federal Requirements," Catherine Lovell studies two federal requirements 
which HUD emphasized during the Carter Administration: low and moderate 
26 income targeting and citizen participation. Lovell investigates 
whether strengthening the regulations made a difference in either the 
types of projects or the individuals who benefited from them in 
Huntington Beach and Orange County, California. 
In Orange County, California (a wealthy, cosmopolitan, suburban 
county), it was found that HUD's rigorous enforcement of the low/moderate 
targeting requirements plus strong citizen participation were crucial 
in determining program choices. The dominant mode in the county had 
been development of new housing and infrastructure to serve the people 
and businesses flocking to the county. The CDBG program came to the 
county at the height of its need to keep up with middle class and 
business growth. However, in spite of growth pressures, a coalition 
between low income citizens, their supporters, and the CDBG appointed 
staff developed in the first year of the county program. One of the 
first efforts of the CDBG staff was to organize citizens in "poverty 
pockets" and community leaders sympathetic to them. The citizen 
Pf) 
Catherine Lovell, "Community Development Block Grant: The Role 
of Federal Requirements," Publius 13 (Summer 1983):85. 
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participation requirements were used as the rationale by CDBG staff 
for the organizing drive. 
A low income neighborhood targeting strategy in which al 1 CDBG 
funds would be targeted to low/moderate census tracts was developed. 
As a result of the strength of the staff-citizen coalition, the strategy 
remained a dominant factor. The CDBG director during this period, was 
appointed and remained in place for the next five years as a result of 
pressure from organized neighborhood groups. The director and other 
staff leaders were strong proponents of the targeting strategy. In 
actual practice, over 80 percent of the CDBG funds spent in unincor¬ 
porated areas of the county went to low income neighborhoods. 
The effects of HUD's pressure for increased low and moderate income 
targeting, which got stronger in the third and fourth years, also had 
27 
a significant effect on Orange County program selection. When 
proposition 13 passed in 1978, counties were hit the hardest. Many 
counties had depended on property taxes for 80 percent of their funds. 
Now, these funds were no longer available to them. Pressures from 
county departments to obtain CDBG funds increased. For example, the 
Parks and Recreation Department needed funds for park maintenance. 
Without the strengthened guidelines directing local governments to target 
funds to low/moderate areas (as well as close HUD monitoring), the CDBG 
staff would have found it difficult (and politically impossible) to 
maintain targeting strategies. The county had an explicit written policy 
27 Ibid., p. 91. 
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to direct staff to maximize the charging of costs to federal grants 
and minimize costs to the general fund. 
In Huntington Beach, an entitlement city located in Orange County, 
both citizen participation and the targeting requirements were essential 
in achieving any significant low/moderate income targeting. This beach 
city, exceptionally affluent, had some pockets of low income citizens, 
primarily older neighborhoods with heavy Hispanic population. Under 
the pressures of beachtown development for affluent renters or home- 
owners, low income neighborhoods were falling to developers or being 
ignored prior to CDBG intervention. The temptation in the beginning 
of CDBG was to use funds for city-wide high priority projects. After 
the first year, however, the following factors caused the city to 
allocate half the CDBG funds in low income areas: 1) HUD pressure; 
2) strengthened targeting requirements ; 3) the values of CDBG staff 
members; and 4) an active Citizen Advisory Group supporting low income 
28 targeting. 
Lovell concluded from her study that CDBG's coming to Orange County 
or Huntington Beach would not have been used for programs principally 
benefiting low and moderate income neighborhoods in the absence of: 
1) the targeting requirements; 2) citizen participation requirements; 
and 3) HUD implementing pressure and regulations. 
In a case study involving Phoenix, Arizona, John Hall explores the 
capacity of a local government to administer a federally funded program 
28 Ibid., p. 92. 
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designed to address national objectives. Hall attempts to determine 
some of the factors which contributed toward the attainment of CDBG 
program objectives. The conclusion drawn is based on in-depth field 
research on CDBG implementation from 1975 to 1982. 
The City of Phoenix had an estimated population of 790,000 in 1980, 
a diverse economic base, and many of the problems associated with being 
the hub of one of the countyls fastest growing urban areas. Local 
officials of the jurisdiction claimed their overall image of affluence 
masked well real problems of poverty and inadequate housing for low 
income residents. Most of these low income tracts made up an area 
known as "South Phoenix." This particular area exhibited median family 
incomes below the poverty line in 1970 ($7,000) and contained large 
concentrations of housing deprivation. 
By a large margin, voters of Phoenix favored Gerald Ford for 
President in 1976 and Ronald Reagan in 1980. As one local writer puts 
it, "public policies are hard to promote in a part of the country where 
30 rugged individualism is the old religion and growth the new one." 
Local officials were wary of "over-reliance" on federal aid and any 
consequent erosion of local control. Prior to Phoenix's involvement 
in the CDBG program, public housing questions were scarcely discussed 
in local government. Phoenix, until 1975, had received one Neighbor¬ 
hood Development Project (NDP) grant as well as water and sewer grants 
29 
John Hall, "Fitting the Community Development Block Grant Program: 
Who Is the Tailor?" Publ ius 13 (Summer 1983):76. 
30 Ibid. 
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from HUD. This was the setting for Hall's examination of the CDBG 
program's impact on local politics. 
Over the first six years of Phoenix's CDBG program, the city 
received nearly $54 million in CDBG funds. In the first program year 
(1975), 39 percent of the city's total entitlement was allocated for 
31 housing and neighborhood conservation. This was viewed as the most 
dramatic change in pre-CDBG community budget patterns. In years two 
and three, this percentage allocated toward housing and neighborhood 
conservation declined slightly due to the inability to spend the first 
year allocation. However, by year four, housing and neighborhood 
conservation projects again received over 30 percent of the total grant 
funds. In years five and six, after projects developed under the old 
categorical grants were completed, these activities received over 50 
percent of the grant funds. Older and relatively impoverished areas 
of South Phoenix and the inner city were the principal objects of this 
attention. Housing and neighborhood conservation by far received the 
major portion of the grant from years one through six. 
From his direct observation and analysis of multiple data, Hall 
cites some important factors which contributed to CDBG outcome in 
32 Phoenix: 
1) The CDBG program brought about increased citizen participation 
in the local budget process. (This was a direct result of the 
strengthened citizen participation requirements in effect 
during the Carter years.) Specific activities, such as an 
Indian center allocation, were the result of vocal and 
31Ibid., p. 78. 
321bid., p. 80. 
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organized group demand. Housing advisory groups in Phoenix 
played an important role in stimulating city choices to invest 
heavily in housing rehabilitation programs. 
2) The HUD regulations which were in effect during this period 
(1975 to 1980) stimulated "need identification" among local 
officials. Most elected officials and some high-ranking staff 
gained a greater understanding of their community development 
needs. This was a result of the requirement for submitting 
a summary of a community development plan along with the CDBG 
application. 
3) HUD placed pressure upon local officials to emphasize the 
primary objective of the CDBG program when selecting activities. 
HUD disallowed some general development of parks and recreation 
activities proposed by Phoenix on the grounds that they were of 
insufficient benefit to low and moderate income citizens. (This 
was a direct result of the policy preference for low/moderate 
income benefits instituted by the Carter Administration.) 
4) CDBG staff expertise was important in the technical calculations 
and deici si on-making involved with program planning. 
Hall concluded that it was the interaction of these factors which 
significantly influenced program choices. Strengthened federal policies 
in effect during this period (1975 to 1981) impacted upon the significant 
effect these factors had toward achieving the program's primary 
33 
objective (benefits to low and moderate citizens). 
In the article "CDBG: Continuity or Change?", Henry J. Schmandt 
and George Otte state that it is important to distinguish between the 
operation of the CDBG program in fiscally distressed cities and in 
34 
relatively affluent urban counties. To illustrate their point, 
Schmandt and Otte look at two different communities: the City of 
33Ibid., p. 84. 
■^Henry J. Schmandt and George Otte, "CDBG: Continuity or Change?" 
Pub!ius 13 (Summer 1983):7. 
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St Louis and St. Louis County. 
Within the City of St. Louis, the stakes are high enough to capture 
the interest of the major power centers within the city. Yearly 
appropriations have been as high as $34 million. Because the yearly 
appropriations are not earmarked for specific projects, confrontations 
have occurred between the chief executive and the legislative body. 
The mayor has wanted control over redevelopment activities to enhance 
his view in the public eye. (For example, to provide for physical 
improvements in areas "favorable" to him.) Members of the Board of 
Alderman would like for funds to go toward projects in their respective 
wards. It is because of these political struggles that the CDA (a line 
agency responsible for administration of the program) fashions its 
policies and projects to correspond to the whims and desires of 
municipal government officials. 
35 Citizen groups also play a major role within the City of St. Louis. 
The availability of discretionary funds for neighborhood rehabilitation 
and improvement provide strong incentive for such groups to involve 
themselves in the allocation process. In St. Louis, three major points 
of access to decisional process are available to neighborhood groups: 
1) the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC); 2) the alderman; and 3) the 
CDA staff and commission. The CDA screens and ranks funding proposals 
and submits its recommendations to the CDB. Because most members of 
the committee are active in neighborhood associations, the latter are 
35 Ibid., p. 12. 
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assured of at least sympathetic treatment. 
Use of aldermanic channels to influence the distributional pattern 
of funds has varied. Some groups avoid the aldermen, regarding them as 
being ineffective; whereas, some neighborhood groups view aldermen as 
being effective allies. Many neighborhood groups have established 
close working relationships with CDA staff members. The groups draw 
on staff expertise in drafting funding proposals and communicating to 
them neighborhood needs and desires. 
The CDBG experience in St. Louis County differs in major respects 
36 from that in St. Louis City. Within St. Louis County, the stakes are 
not high enough to capture the interests of the power centers. The 
annual award of less than $8 million to a jurisdiction of one million 
people consitutes a very minor portion of the public budget. Over one- 
half the total grant is suballocated to approximately 60 participating 
muncipalities. The remainder is administered directly by the county 
government for projects in the unincorporated sections. Some pockets 
of poverty are scattered throughout the county, with some concentrated 
in municipalities adjoining the northwest border of St. Louis City. 
Most residents, however, are reasonably well-off, with the median 
family income exceeding that of the city by 50 percent. 
The relatively low status accorded CDBG in the government system 
is reflected in the attitude of county officials. There also exists 
within the county a lack of broad citizen interest. Neither the county 
36 Ibid., p. 17. 
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executives nor the legislative body has intervened in the allocation 
process. 
The situation is the same in the municipal arena. The amount of 
funds have been too small to have any noticeable impact on the structure 
or politics of the participating governments. Municipal officials 
generally welcome CDBG money and are willing to use it for physical 
improvements that benefit low-income areas. 
The location of the CDBG program in the county's organizational 
37 structure is a further indication of its low status. Administration 
of the program is vested in a unit of the Office of Community Development, 
one of the four divisions in the Department of Human Resources. In this 
position, the program is two steps removed from the county executive. 
As such, it stands outside the mainstream of county government activities. 
A third indication of CDBG's minor role within this urban county 
is found in the general lack of public interest in the program. Citizen 
participation is represented almost wholly by a 25-member advisory 
committee appointed by the county executive. The committee plays only 
a nominal part in the allocation process, routinely concurring with 
the recommendations of the staff. 
Henry T. Schmandt and George Otte mention that complaints of undue 
federal interference tend to overlook one important factor. The broad 
provisions of the current CDBG legislation afford communities consider¬ 
able flexibility in the allocation of funds. Local communities do not 
37 Ibid., p. 19. 
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need to go to great lengths to justify their activities. 
There is now a growing body of empirical evidence which demonstrates 
some of the effects of decentralization within the CDBG program. Donald 
Fairchild states that the most likely consequence is "a breakdown in the 
linkage between the central government and local communities in matters 
in which the aggregate interests of the economic, social, and political 
38 minorities are involved." 
In analyzing the limitations of local government, Paul Peterson 
states that the financial restrictions and the need to foster economic 
39 development prohibit the redistributive policies at the local level. 
Evidence based upon block grant experiences in several policy areas, 
show a distinct pattern which suggests that the decentralization of 
decision-making to the local level discourages an equitable distribution 
of resources. Since minorities and low-income individuals are concen¬ 
trated in large cities and urban counties (and because Reagan's policies 
increase the role of the state/local governments), it is likely poor 
urban areas will find the decentralization of power an impediment to 
obtaining adequate resources. 
Decentralization of federally funded programs have contributed to 
the weakness in the American political system which makes it difficult 
for the federal government to achieve national objectives when its 
policies conflict with dominant local interests. 
OO 
Donald L. Fairchild and John D. Hutcheson, Jr., "Another New 
Federalism? Madison Block Grants and Urban Policy," Policy Studies 
Review (August 1983):58. 
39Ibid., p. 59. 
IV. METHODOLOGY 
The writer used descriptive analysis to examine the problems 
associated with the administration of the CDBG programs in Fulton County, 
Georgia. Primary and secondary data collection techniques were utilized 
to obtain relevant information for this study. 
Primary Data 
The primary sources of data collection were two-fold: participant 
observation and interview strategies. Participant observation allowed 
for intense immersion into the social setting in which the CDBG program 
operates. Valuable insight was gained by the writer from working in 
close proximity with the individuals responsible for the day-to-day 
operations of the county's program. Through the use of interviews, 
vital information involving the CDBG program was obtained from the 
following individuals: Gary A. Tyler, Assistant Director of Community 
Development Division within the Department of Economic Development; 
Johnathan Jones, Planner, Department of Economic Development; Emma 
Newsome, HUD Representative; Sonya Carter, City Administrator for 
Union City, Georgia; Joe Hindman, Director of Public Works for Hapeville, 
Georgia; and Issac Lowe, Director of the Department of Community 
Development for East Point, Georgia. 
Secondary Data 
The secondary sources of data were collected from journals, county 
progress reports, and government documents. 
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V. ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM 
In Fulton County, Georgia, some of the key factors contributing 
to its problems in operating the CDBG program have been the following: 
1) lack of effective HUD monitoring of the county's program; 2) a lack 
of effective targeting mechanisms; 3) the lack of adequate citizen 
participation in the program process; and 4) a lack of adequate staffing 
within the municipalities operating the program. 
Based upon 1980 Census Data, Fulton County, Georgia (excluding 
Atlanta) has an estimated population of 237,400. Fulton County, Georgia 
includes the following cities: Alpharetta, College Park, East Point, 
Fairburn, Hapeville, Mountain Park, Palmetto, Roswell, and Union City. 
Fulton County is relatively "well-off," with the average family income 
being $31,400. The county has the distinction of being one of the 
country's fastest growing urban counties. Despite the county's image 
of affluence, it is estimated to contain nearly 40 percent low and 
moderate income citizens. The majority of these low/moderate income 
citizens reside in municipalities within South Fulton County. For 
example, East Point, Georgia is estimated to contain 52 percent low and 
moderate income citizens. 
Over the first four funding years of Fulton County's program 
(1982 to 1986), the county received more than $8 million in CDBG funds. 
In the first program year (1982), a majority of participating munici¬ 
palities' funds were directed toward activities in the categories of 
-39- 
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neighborhood conservation and general public improvements. These types 
of projects included street repair and water system improvements. The 
county itself funded several projects which fell under the category of 
social services. For example, funds were appropriated for the maintenance 
of a community center within unincorporated Fulton County. In years 
1983-85, the majority of municipal projects, once again, fell within 
the neighborhood conservation and general public improvements categories. 
The county itself also funded several social service projects during 
this period. Within the fourth program year, a significant change in 
CDBG project patterns began to surface within the county. The majority 
of CDBG funds were directed toward either economic development or 
housing. In fact, the fourth program year was the first time in which 
a significant amount of funds was directed toward housing. During the 
first three years, housing received very little attention within the 
municipalities. The municipalities have generally attempted to spread 
projects among differing areas within their communities. This was done 
in an effort to satisfy as many factions as possible. 
Over the first four years of the Fulton County program, the 
participating municipalities did very little in providing direct 
benefits to low and moderate income citizens. The majority of 
CDBG funds were directed toward activities which generally yield area- 
type benefits (i.e., parks, street improvements, etc.). Studies by 
HUD itself proved that activities such as housing and social services 
-41- 
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provide the most direct benefit to low and moderate income citizens. 
This is true primarily because these types of activities can be more 
easily targeted to benefit particular income groups; whereas, all 
residents living in a given area can benefit from general public improve¬ 
ment activities. 
There are some key factors which can be cited as contributing to 
the CDBG problems confronting Fulton County. 
Lack of Effective Monitoring of CDBG Program by HUD 
Currently, HUD monitors program performance through post-grant 
review of the CDBG program. HUD's reviewing process in divided into 
two areas: program progress and program accountability. Under program 
progress, HUD attempts to assess whether the county is carrying out 
program activities in a "timely" manner. To accurately assess program 
progress, the HUD representative will review "in-house" information 
concerning performance. Ideally, this information will assist the HUD 
representative in pinpointing select projects to monitor. Through 
program accountability, HUD attempts to verify the grantee's compliance 
with federal requirements. Also, HUD will attempt to eliminate 
inefficient and improper use of CDBG funds. 
Currently, HUD is allowed to establish its own internal policies 
for monitoring program performance. HUD is only required to review 
40Dommel, Rich, Ribinowitz, Deregulating Community Development, p. 2. 
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program performance once a year. This leaves much discretion at the 
hands of HUD officials to handle program monitoring as they see fit. 
HUD's current monitoring process (which was instituted under the 
Reagan Administration) does not allow HUD to adhere to the same kind 
of scrutiny of the CDBG program as the agency once had under the Carter 
Administration. During the Carter years, HUD's monitoring of the CDBG 
41 program involved primarily the reviewing of local applications. This 
allowed HUD to determine whether or not local communities were formu¬ 
lating projects which gave priority to the program's primary objective 
(that is, benefits to low and moderate income citizens). If it was 
determined that a local application did not give priority to activities 
directly benefiting low/moderate income citizens, the HUD secretary 
could reject the application. For example, in Phoenix, Arizona, HUD 
disallowed some general development of parks and recreation activities 
on the grounds that they were insufficient benefit to low and moderate 
42 income citizens. During the years 1976 to 1980, Phoenix directed a 
majority of CDBG funds toward housing and neighborhood conservation 
activities. (These activities also were directed toward the impoverished 
areas of Phoenix.) 
Through the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act, the Reagan Administration 
shifted HUD's monitoring emphasis from pre-CDBG performance review 
^Federal Register, p. 56466. 
42 Hall, "Fitting the Community Development Block Grant Program," 
p. 76. 
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(i.e., the local application) to post-grant review of local performance. 
The effect of this shift has been the selection of projects providing 
the least direct benefits to low and moderate income citizens. This 
occurrence can be witnessed in municipalities within Fulton County. 
For example, in Union City, Georgia, the majority of CDBG funds has 
been directed toward general public improvement activities. CDBG funds 
have been directed primarily toward sewer improvement despite the fact 
that Union City's low income citizens reside in extreme substandard 
housing. In Hapeville, Georgia, an area estimated as having approxi¬ 
mately 50 percent low/moderate income citizens, the majority of CDBG 
funds have been used toward street improvements and recreational 
facilities. 
The shift in HUD1s monitoring process has allowed for "after-the- 
fact" reviewing of program performance. Under the current Reagan 
policies, local communities are given much flexibility in formulating 
and carrying out CDBG activities. By shifting emphasis of the monitoring 
process away from the review of local applications, local communities 
are no longer pressured in proposing the type of activities which 
provide the highest level of benefit to low and moderate income citizens. 
The end result of the policy shift by the Reagan Administration has not 
only weakened the monitoring process but has allowed program benefits 
to be shifted from the primary target groups (i.e., low/moderate income 
citizens) to higher income groups within these communities. 
-44- 
Lack of Effective Targeting Mechanisms 
Through the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, President Reagan 
eliminated the requirements concerning social and geographical targeting. 
Prior to 1981, municipalities were required to target 75 percent of 
their yearly appropriations to benefit low and moderate income citizens. 
This 75 percent benefit rule was an attempt by the Carter Administration 
48 to emphasize the social and geographical targeting objective. During 
the Carter years, this requirement was very successful in encouraging 
local communities to provide maximum benefits to low and moderate 
income citizens. In Orange County, California (a wealthy suburban 
county), all CDBG funds were targeted to low and moderate census tracts 
as a result of the 75 percent requirement.^ 
The Act of 1981 revoked this 75 percent benefit rule for CDBG funds. 
HUD's field offices were instructed to decide whether or not a recipient's 
program was "plainly inappropriate" to meet the needs of low and moderate 
income citizens. Currently, with the amendment of the 1983 Recovery Act, 
51 percent (a modest majority) of CDBG funds are targeted toward 
activities benefiting low and moderate income citizens. 
The Omnibus Act also eliminated the requirements concerning 
geographical targeting. Local communities are no longer required to 
^Community Development Block Grant Program, p. 205. 
44 Lovell, Community Development Block Grant," p. 85. 
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designate "neighborhood strategy areas." As a result of this change, 
communities no longer are required to submit a community development 
plan with the CDBG application. The impact of these changes can be 
witnessed in Fulton County. The Assistant Director of the Fulton County 
Community Development Division, Gary Tyler, stated that "no neighborhood 
strategy areas are designated in any of the municipalities, with the 
45 exception of East Point." The primary result of this is that many local 
communities are spreading CDBG projects among numerous census tracts 
(especially among affluent neighborhoods within these communities). 
In Alpharetta, Georgia, CDBG funds have been spent on "city-wide" 
benefit projects, such as parks and recreation. In fact, over the last 
three funding years, Alpharetta did not spend any of the CDBG funds 
allocated to the city. The low and moderate income citizen needs have 
been totally ignored in Alpharetta. In College Park, Georgia, CDBG 
funds have been spent on sewer improvements and auditorium renovations. 
The auditorium provides very little benefit to low and moderate income 
citizens. In Fairburn, Georgia, CDBG funds have been used for water 
system improvements in both low and high income census tracts. In 
Fairburn, city officials have attempted to satisfy the desires of the 
higher income groups by providing funds strictly for physical improve¬ 
ments. Because waterline repairs was a high priority in the higher 
income areas, funds have been predominantly allocated for these 
particular improvements. The low and moderate income citizens, many 
45interivew with Gary A. Tyler, Department of Economic Development, 
Fulton County, Georgia, 28 May 1986. 
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of whom live in substandard housing, have not had their needs addressed. 
In Mountain Park, Georgia, a relatively affluent municipality in North 
Fulton County, citizens have very few pressing needs. Therefore, all CDBG 
funds have been allocated towards water system improvements. Mountain 
Park, a city with two beautiful small lakes, has attempted to provide for 
improved drainage of water during floods. This is a benefit to Mountain 
Park's lakeside home-owners. Local politics have had an impact on the 
location of CDBG projects in East Point, Georgia. Local officials 
prefer to locate projects in various areas in an attempt to satisfy as 
many constituents as possible. To locate projects primarily within 
low and moderate income areas would upset elected officials who represent 
different factions within the community. In the city of Hapeville, 
Georgia, the city council plays an important role in the location of 
CDBG projects. Joe Hindman, Public Service Director of Hapeville, 
stated that "the elected officials have the final word on the location 
of projects."^ This is the main reason why projects are not primarily 
targeted in low and moderate income areas. In Roswell, Georgia, CDBG 
funds have been allocated primarily for the improvement of Waller Park, 
a facility which provides city-wide benefits to the entire community. 
Since the city's initial participation in the CDBG program, no funds 
have been directed towards low and moderate income areas. 
The lack of targeting mechanisms in the current CDBG programs has 
allowed local officials great flexibility in determining the location of 
^interview with Joe Hindman, Department of Public Works, Hapeville, 
Georgia, 13 June 1986. 
-47- 
projects. Local officials in an attempt to satisfy a wide range of 
constituents, spread CDBG activities throughout their communities. 
Local communities are currently allowed this freedom because the social 
and geographical targeting requirements have shifted under the Reagan 
Administration. More importantly, the lack of social and geographical 
targeting has created the conditions for the CDBG program to become 
susceptible to political pressure. Since the low and moderate income 
groups are usually the least organized and vocal groups within these 
communities, the affluent members of these communities are more 
organized and vociferously articulate their interests. The result of 
this is that the affluent members of these communities have become the 
new beneficiaries of the programs that are supposed to benefit the poor. 
In addition, the politicians have also become captives of the affluent 
groups because they have access to the political system. To insure 
their reelection, these politicians are forced to bow to the whims 
of these powerful interest groups. 
Lack of Adequate Citizen Participation in the CDBG Program 
The citizen participation requirements, as it exists today under 
the Reagan Administration, is a two-fold process: 1) at least one 
annual public hearing to obtain citizen views on local needs; and 
2) disseminate information concerning the program and planned activities. 
Beyond these minimal requirements, local officials must determine the 
extent of citizen participation. These current citizen participation 
requirements (instituted through the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act) 
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are a shift from the previous requirements established during the Carter 
Administration. Under Carter, the regulations required local communities 
to submit a written plan for citizen participation to HUD. This resulted 
in an increase in local accountability to both HUD and a community's 
citizens. The requirements during this period also specified that 
opportunities be provided to citizens to submit comments on local program 
performance. This extended citizen participation into the implementation 
process of the program. Local communities were required to devise 
neighborhood-level and community-wide processes for citizen participation. 
Local advisory committees were required to contain low and moderate 
income citizen representation. 
Case studies cited earlier have shown the success citizen partici¬ 
pation has had within the CDBG programs. Under the Carter era, within 
the City of St. Louis, citizen groups played a vital role in the CDBG 
47 program. Most of the members of the Citizen Advisory Committee were 
active in neighborhood groups. This aided the neighborhood groups in 
attaining preferential treatment in funding priorities. Also, many 
neighborhood groups had established close working relationships with 
CDBG staff members. This allowed neighborhood groups to draw on the 
expertise of staff members when drafting funding proposals and communi¬ 
cating neighborhood needs. 
Once again, the effects of the Reagan policy regarding citizens 
participation can be witnessed within Fulton County. In Union City, 
47 Schmandt and Otte, "CDBG: Continuity or Change?" p. 7. 
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Georgia, citizen participation is virtually nonexistent. Sonya Carter, 
City Administrator for Union City, stated that "the city does not have 
48 any citizen advisory committees." Although Union City does not have 
any citizen advisory committees, Ms. Carter stated that citizens input 
was utilized in the project selection process. Ms. Carter did not 
specify whether or not this citizen input included the views of low and 
moderate income citizens. In East Point, Georgia, the lack of citizen 
input is also prevalent in their CDBG program. Issac Lowe, Director 
of Community Development for East Point, stated that "by the time public 
officials tell citizens which projects are to be adopted, it is too 
49 late to become involved in the decision-making process." Therefore, 
citizens have very little input in the overall planning of activities. 
No pressure has been placed upon officials to locate projects primarily 
within low and moderate income areas. 
The overall lack of effective citizen participation within Fulton 
County is a result of the current policies of the Reagan Administration. 
Municipalities have structured citizen participation to meet the 
minimum requirements set by federal law. Beyond these requirements, 
no attempts are made by the municipalities to allow citizen input in 
the implementation process. 
Aft 
Interview with Sonya Carter, City Administrator, Union City, 
Georgia, 13 June 1986. 
^Interview with Issac Lowe, Director of Community Development, 
City of East Point, Georgia, 28 March 1986. 
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Lack of Adequate Staffing within the 
Municipalities Operating the Program 
The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 eliminated the requirement 
for the submission of a community development plan along with the CDBG 
application. Currently, local communities are required to submit to 
HUD a "Final Statement of Objectives." This statement simply lists the 
broad categories in which CDBG activities are to proceed. Many 
localities saw these requirements as a chance to reduce their planning 
staff. Currently, municipalities such as Mountain Park, Alpharetta, 
and Fairburn that are relatively new participants in the CDBG program, 
do not see the need to create community development departments. 
During the Carter years, many localities created new community develop- 
50 
ment departments in order to allow for adequate planning. Many 
communities did this in response to the requirement for submitting a 
community development plan along with the local application. The plan 
contained five components: 1) a community-wide profile; 2) a summary 
of community development needs; 3) a three-year comprehensive strategy 
to meet those needs; 4) a three-year summary of proposed allocations; 
and 5) maps of the areas of need. 
It was during the Carter period that communities placed great 
emphasis upon their CDBG staff's expertise and skills in implementing 
community development strategies. For example, in Orange County, 
California, the CDBG staff played a major role in organizing citizens 
50 Liebschutz, "Community Development Dynamics," p. 298. 
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in "poverty pockets" and community leaders sympathetic to them.^ The 
CDBG staff developed a low income neighborhood targeting strategy for 
utilizing all CDBG funds within low income census tracts. As a result, 
over 80 percent of CDBG funds spent in particular areas went to low 
income neighborhoods. 
The negative effects of inadequate staffing can be seen within 
Fulton County. For example, in East Point (the only municipality with 
its own community development department) the community development 
director must serve in various capacities. Therefore, he is not able 
to concentrate all of his energies toward adequately managing the CDBG 
program. Currently, East Point is in need of an additional individual 
with formal training in either planning or economic development. Because 
of the lack of emphasis on staffing community development departments, 
the shortage of staff in the city cannot be addressed immediately. In 
other municipalities, the burden of managing the CDBG program has been 
placed under one city official. For example, in College Park, the 
director of commercial and industrial development is totally responsible 
for CDBG program management. Combined with his other duties, the 
director has a full load of daily assignments. Because of this load, 
the director is attempting to add an administrative assistant to assist 
in implementing the program at College Park. In Palmetto, Georgia, 
the CDBG program is currently in need of an individual to direct program 
51 
Lovell, "Community Development Block Grant," p. 85. 
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management. The individual responsible for program management, the 
director of public utilities, has recently retired. This has impeded 
the implementation of the CDBG program simply because the city depended 
upon a particular individual to handle all activities related to the 
program. 
Generally, municipalities within Fulton County have not established 
community development departments primarily due to the current policies 
of the Reagan Administration. Planning within the CDBG program was 
de-emphasized as a result of the Act of 1981. In fact, most of the 
municipalities refused to participate in the CDBG program until Reagan's 
new policies came into effect. For example, Joe Hindman, Public Service 
Director in Hapeville, stated that "the city did not want to participate 
in the program under the previous requirements instituted under the 
« 52 Carter Administration. During the Carter era, municipalities had 
no choice but to establish community development departments that were 
fully staffed in order to institute the planning mechanisms which were 
required . Under Reagan, current requirements do not create a need for 
developing community development departments to implement CDBG plans. 
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Georgia 
Interview with Joe Hindman, Department of Public Works, 
, 13 June 1986. 
Hapevil1e, 
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Decentralization of the CDBG program allows for the maximizing of 
local priorities over national objectives. Local communities, when 
given responsibility for program implementation, have not been successful 
toward meeting the program's primary objective: to principally benefit 
low and moderate income citizens. With the relaxation of federal 
requirements concerning social/geographical targeting, citizen partici¬ 
pation, and HUD's monitoring, local communities are no longer pressured 
to provide activities with the highest level of direct benefit to low 
and moderate income citizens. Therefore, with no pressure applied to 
meet CDBG's primary objective, local preferences receive the highest 
priority within local communities. 
The researcher, therefore, recommends increased federal involvement 
in the formulation, processing, and approval of local CDBG plans. Some 
of the important elements involved in the expansion of the federal 
government's role would be the following: 
1) To shift HUD's focus of monitoring from post-grant reviewing 
to substantive reviewing of CDBG applications. Allow HUD the 
authority to reject local applications if activities do not 
give specific regard to the primary purpose of principally 
benefiting low and moderate income citizens. 
2) Reestablish the requirements regarding social and geographical 
targeting. This would include the requirement for local 
communities to establish "neighborhood strategy areas"; 
thereby allowing for the identification of areas to which the 
targeting of CDBG funds are needed. 
3) To establish federal requirements allowing for citizen 
participation in all phases of the CDBG program: a) development 
of the local application; b) CDBG program implementation; and 
-53- 
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c) CDBG program monitoring and evaluation. The requirements 
should also call for both a community-wide participation 
process and for a neighborhood level process in neighborhoods 
designated as "neighborhood strategy areas." 
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